Application No. 10/067,945 

Reply to Office Action of August 12, 2004 

PPMARKS/ ARGUMENTS 
Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. Claims 1-13 are pending. Claims 1 and 13 
having been amended by way of the present amendment. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 1-3 and 1 1-13 were rejected as being 
anticipated by MikawaetaL (U.S. Patent No. 5,838,671, hereinafter Ishikawa); and Claims 
4-10 were indicated as containing allowable subject matter. 

Applicants appreciatively acknowledge the identification of allowable subject matter. 
Claim 1 has been amended to define an apparatus for controlling call admission. The 
apparatus includes a call admission check unit which determines whether to admit a call in 
response to reception of the call based on a threshold. The determination is made by 
comparing a value associated with past samples of base station transmission power with the 
threshold while taking into account transmission power required for the call. Support for the 
amendment to Claim 1 is found in the specification at page 12, line 25-32 and page 14, lines 
23-26, for example, and thus no new matter is added. 

The invention is made based on observation made by the present inventors, as 
described in the background section of the present patent application. For example, at page 4, 
first fiiU paragraph, it is explained that if the transmission power detected at a present time 
alone is used for checking whether to admit a call, there is a risk that the number of admitted 
calls may exceed an acceptable number of calls. Whether this risk materiaUzes depends on 
the types of calls that are currently comiected, such as whether the calls are circuit-switched 

calls or packet-switched calls. 

In order to mitigate this risk, the present inventors identified a solution as reflected in 
amended Claim 1. Moreover, amended Claim 1 specifies that the determination for admitting 
a call is made by comparing a value associated with past samples of base station transmission 
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power with the threshold while taking into account transmission power required for the call. 
These past samples of base station transmission power in comparison to the threshold ensures 
that the number of admitted calls does not exceed an acceptable number. 

Ishikawa is directed to a completely different j^proach. The outstanding Office 
Action asserts that Ishikawa describes elements 115 and 119 (as an example) of mechanisms 
for providing call admission control. However, the operation of these elements is not the 
same as the claimed invention. Moreover, the call admission control device of Ishikawa 
reduces a number of currently connected users C by one when a call is dropped. The call 
admission control device also checks whethe r a free spread code is available or not and 
rejects the call admission when all of the spread codes are currently in use (see e.g. column 6, 
lines 44-56). 

In comparing amended Claim 1 with Ishikawa . amended Claim 1 requires that the 
determination be made by comparing a value associated with past samples of base station 
transmission power with the threshold while taking into account transmission power required 
for the call, while the call admission control device 115 merely keeps track of the number of 
spreading codes available for admitting new calls or not. Due to the difference between the 
invention defined by amended Claim 1 and Ishikawa . it is respectfully submitted that 
amended Claim 1 patentably defines over Ishikawa. 

With respect to Claim 2, Claim 2 defines an averaging unit that obtains an average of 
past samples of the base station transmission power. The outstanding Office Action refers to 
steps S21-S23 of Figure 3 and Figure 8 and the corresponding descriptions in the 
specification. However, none of these portions oflshikawa teach or suggest "an average of 
past samples of the base station power" or "a value associated with past samples of base 
station transmission power." Ishikawa simply is not directed to a device and system that 
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Operates in this maimer. Consequently, it is respectfully submitted that dependent Claim 2 
also patentably defines over Ishikawa . 

Since each of Claims 3-12 depend firom one of Claims 1 or 2, it is respectfully 
submitted that these claims also patentably define over Ishikawa . 

Furthermore, although Claim 13 is independent, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 
13 also patentably defines over Ishikawa because, like Claim 1, amended Claim 13 requires 
that the determination be made by comparing a value associated with past samples of base 
station transmission power with the threshold while taking into account transmission power 
required for the call. This feature is absent in Ishikawa . 

Consequently, in view of the present amendment and in light of the foregoing 
comments, it is respectfully submitted that the invention defined by Claims 1-13 as amended 
is patentably distinguishing over the prior art. The present appUcation is therefore believed to 
be in condition for formal allowance and an early and favorable reconsideration of this 
application is therefore requested. 



RespectfiiUy submitted. 
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